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THIS PROJECT WAS PRIMARILY CONCERNED WITH DEVELOPING A 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL 
PROGRAM IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION. A SECOND OBJECTIVE WAS 
TO TRANSLATE THE THEORETICAL RATIONALE INTO AN OPERATIONAL 
PROGRAM INVOLVING THE COLLABORATION OF A NUMBER OF POTENTIAL 
CENTERS INTO A PROGRAM OF RESEARCH, TRAINING, AND CURRICULUM 
AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT, WITH PRIMARY EMPHASIS ON CHILOREN UP 
TO PRIMARY SCHOOL AGE. TO ACHIEVE THIS END, VARIOUS MEETINGS 
WERE HELD. THE SINGLE MOST COMPLEX PROBLEM THAT AROSE DURING 
THESE MEETINGS WAS THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ACCEPTABLE AND 
WORKABLE ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE. ONE TENTATIVE 
ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE, HOWEVER, DID RECEIVE SERIOUS 
. CONSIDERATION AND WAS GRAPHICALLY SHOWN IN THE REPORT. 

APPENDED TO THE REPORT WAS A ORAFT PROPOSAL FOR ESTABLISHING 
A NATIONAL LABORATORY IN EARLY EDUCATION. (GO) 
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» INTRODUCTION 

For the past feu years , there has been a rapidly growing 
Interest in the education of young children. The research of 
Gray and Klaus (1965) , and the theoretical analyses of Hunt 
(1961), point to the extraordinary potential of early education, 
and, indeed, the importance of early stimulation in assuring 
adequate development. Recent technological advances have 
generated social pressures, and these pressures, along with 
growing demands of the socially disadvantaged, have led to the 
realisation that our present educational system should be 
supplemented by carefully developed early intervention programs. 
The enormous increase in the number of children enrolled in 
pres'oSsool programs has sharpened the need for assessment of these 
programs and adaptation of traditional educational institutions 
to this new development. 

At present, however, although more and more people are 
responding to the notion that training at the early childhood 
level (ages 2 to ?) is desirable, there is very little agreement 
on the specific kinds of Intervention needed for various groups 
of young learners. This lack of consensus reflects the fact 
that there is no basic theory of child-rearing, or of teaching 
per se. Moreover, there is a dearth of the kind of research 
that provides answers to fundamental educational questions 
pertaining to the young. 

The pressing need for research and development in early 
education-?** 00 very basic theoretical research to the development 

and evaluation of teaching programs— is not now being adequately 
met. Of course, several of the Research and Development Centers 
funded by the U.S. Office of Education, certain of the proposed 
regional laboratories (as well as many Individual projects), 
and the Office of Economic Opportunity have mounted large-scale 
effort in the field. However, a nation-wide, carefully planned 
and coordinated program of research and development is called 
for if the varied mid mammoth problems are to be resolved 
satisfactorily soon. 

The increased demands for early childhood education programs 
has severely taxed both the physical and professional resources 
of the nation. As more preschool programs emerge a greater 
proportion of teachers will necessarily be untrained. There 
will be similar demands for social workers, administrators , 
and other personnel involved in preschool education. 

Because of the magnitude of the need, the U^Se Office of 
Education requested advice; specifically, exploration of the 
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possibilities of establishing a nation-wide system of centers 
focused on early childhood education. This suggestion was based 
on the following assumptions: (1) the needs of the field are 

such that they can be met only by a large-scale across-the- 
board attach; (2) the needs cannot be met by a single institution 
or a single region; (3) the structure of a nationally focused 
program would penal t universities and other institutions to 
continue to operate with a high degree of independence and yet 
would ensure minimum duplication and maximum coordination of 
effort; (4) the program, as authorised by the Cooperative Research 
Act (P.L.83-531) and amended by Title IV of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (?•!*• 89-18), provides an 
adequate means to plan and to fund on a long-term basis* 



As an outgrowth of this request & meeting was held in Los 
Angeles on December 9 and 10, 1965 to consider the desirability, 
feasibility and possible organization of a nation-wide system 
of laboratories focused on tHie education of young children. The 
following people, serving as the basic planning group, were present 



Dr* John Good lad, UCLA (Chairman) 

Dr. Susan Gray, George Peabody University 
Pr c Robert Hess, University of Chicago 
Dr* Marie Hughes, University of Arizona 
Dr* Harry Levin, Cornell University 
Dr. Ralph Tyler, Center for Advanced Studies 
Dr. Joseph Margolin and 

Dr* Joanna Williams represented the Office of 

Education 



A second meeting was held on January 15 and 16 in Mew 
Orleans* In addition to the people listed above, the following 
people attended as consultants* They represented certain of 
the currently most visible research centers in the field: 



Dr. Alfred Baldwin, Mew York University 
Dr. Clara Baldwin, Mew York University 
Dr. Martin Deutsch, Mew York Medical College 
Dr. Richard Ellis, Mew York Medical College 
Dr. John Harding, Cornell University 
Dr. Samuel Kirk, University of Illinois 
Dr. Shirley Moors, University of Minnesota 
Dr. Pauline Sears, Stanford University 
Dr. Sheldon White, Harvard University 



A third ace ting was held on February 19 
attended by the iseaber* of the original panel 



20 in Chicago, 
seven others, 
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who represented different regions of the country. They were 
invited with the idea that they sight possibly assume the 
leadership for assembling the resources in their region for 
the Program. These were: 



Dr. Mary B. Coleman, University of Pennsylvania 
Dr. Louis Levina, San Francisco State College 
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Dr. William Meyer, Syracuse University 
Dr. 8hirley Moore, University of Minnesota 
Miss June Patterson, UCLA 
Dr. Burton White, Harvard University 



On the basis of these meetings, the planning committee 
formulated the following generalised conceptual model for a 
proposed National Program in Early Education. 



Major Purpose and Focus of the Program 

The major purpose is to organise and develop a multi-discip- 
linary and multi- functional nation-wide system of laboratories 
and institutes focused on early childhood education. The 
primary emphasis la to be on children up to primary school age* 
Two major arguments for this position are advanced. First, 
because the establisehd public school lyutea does not concern 
itself with this age group, there are few traditions and, con- 
sequently, unique opportunities to explore new paths. Second, 
many of the educational meeds of older children will be taken 
care of through other programs now being funded and launched, 
whereas there is now little prospect of a broad, research-based 
attack on the educational problems of the very young. The 
system of laboratories proposed here should concern itself, 
of course, with some studies and programs extending into the 
primary school years, for the problems of transition and 
articulation between preschool training and the established 
educational patterns of the public school system are major ones. 

Range of Emphases 

The laboratory will conduct research, development, and 
training of early childhood education apeclalistso Diversity 
of programs is especially essential in a focused program of 
national scope, for the several constituent Centers may have 
quite different interests and needs. A nationally- coordinated 
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sysfcea such ac -he oca proposed here can address itself nicely 
to certain general issues that have st cruse d a groat deal of concern: 
(1) file I0&3 ia^ between. research end its utilisation, with the 
consequence that c.eei s ion-uaklcg in education does not involve 
adequate consideration of research fivilugs; (2> the lack of adequate 
co?E3wniGc::ion mo»5 researchers, often loading i» duplication of 
effort and relatively feu cumulative effects; (3) the lack of 
cc&aun: cation aion* research laboratories, edv •> ■'tionnl institutions, 
and the c-jucunity as a whole. 
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uozlc shall depend on the development cad maintenance of the following 
activities: (1> F.esearch on the 1 earring processes of young 

children cr.d the effectiveness of varisuo teaching procedures; 

(?.) the e::peri cental developrent, trie l cud ro.p'.i cr.fz’on of education?.? 
pro gra: s; (3) the study of i erf roved pi spcts.tioa ox teachers for 
young children; (4) the otuay arc! ir.pir/eiscni: o5 procedures for 
preparing research workers srj leader lip personnel; (5) the 
dissenintion c 2 research findings ant results of tested teaching 
procedures, and the maintenance of effective conxcunicaticn aicong 
researchers and practitioners (includJag the organisation of 
consultation services to assist schools in implementing educational 
improvements developed through research). 



Tentative Organisation oi : the Fragrant 



Prior to June i, 1 j 66, the organisational structure had 
not yet been established precisely. Toe following tentative 
procedures had been specified: 



A Central Agency trill provide the coordination for the 
network. Xhis agoncy will: (1) coordinate the research program; 
establish and operate a program clearing house for information 
storage and retrieval; end (3? establish a data bank. 

The director of each of the several component Centers would 
nerve on a S teering Cosmic tee, with elie responsibility fo? 
fosnssulating “plans for the research, training, and development 
activities of the Program. This group will serve as the scientific 
planning panel which will make contitrittg recosvttsndations 
concerning the activities of the sy aces. The membership of this 
group might expand to include other everts in the field of 
early childhood « 
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Sk© Dircciior of the Rational Coo:.ditvc£i?ig Center would 
S 3 CWSC responsibility for all the service functions of the 
agency, repert on the work oz <- tie P*o ;ras», and make 
rscoETfnn^atiorir: as to its fu:. ,-.ar act:.v:lt5.es to a Bogrd^of 
Directors , poli cy anti pianolas g zc&p} ■ Tais Board will engage 
iaTco^lrtiiag s:ev>~i? of the Zmevcu a: id make rcconmitndations 
directly to the Cf2f.cc of education. 

As a result of the several mecti.igs involving cue origins! 

_ _ m ■*— * . • . « .... .*1 a «• am iM M li» <t Mf /V . 

Piansing uoom \;sea wtu voyte^cistau* 

expressing interest in the Rational P. 
cf the Program, as well as several 3p ! 
guidelines, began to emerge. At this 
Planning Committee fait that funds we: 

*nt re l - s^tcrh©-: li# t 1966 to conduc 
for the establishment and full inifcia 
The objectives. as stated in the init 
follows: 
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.•ogram, a conceptualisation 
;cific operational 
time the original 
:e needed for the period 
; the necessary planning 
:ion of the Program, 
a! proposal, ware as 



1. Prepare a final, detailed proposal regarding the work 
end organisation of the Program. This includes coordinating 
nil proposals submitted by the component Centers and integrating 
them into a cohesive unit. Tfei* do cm rent will include a 
discussion of the specific substantive areas on which the Program 
will concentrate , acd a description of how this Program will 
relate to ether federal progress in early childhood education; 

(2) identification of a Director for the national Frograsn, who 
will aSstae duties and responsibilities as soon as possible; 

(3) planning and conducting additions. meetings of the 
crigitsl Pleasing Gcusd&te* for the pirpoee of reviewing the 
several components of the proposal; (■•) plcanirg and conduct :.ng 
a meeting in July comprised of ''the Planning Co^raittee, 
representative:; ism interested universities and colleges, and 
representatives frosc the United 3tatf’ > Oiusi.ce of 3duce*.icu» ^ 
Thie meeting :?cs tentatively set for three days between July 3 

cud 10. 

pg. William J. layer of Syracuse University was naked by 
Dr. John Good lad, on behalf of the criginal Planning Committee, 
Zo assume the position of SKOcutive Secretary with the 
*osp:nsibilifcy for implementing the objectives of the proposal. 
Ji\*. ifeyer accepted the invitation and test with Dr. John Gocdlijd 
in ^icsgo# Illinois, on March 23# 1963# to discuss the 
objectives end prior planning for the Rational Coater. The 
rasas-? y d eg of thia report will describe 3r. Beyer's activities 
In cornet ica with Project Ro. 6-2937. 
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Coordination of Coaler Proposals 



Shortly if ter June 1, 1966, ie Executive Secretary 
received copies of nine proposal! for regional centers from 
the following institutions: Cornell University, University of 
Chicago, Wayne State University, Syracuse University, University 
of Minnesota, University of Arisons, San Francisco State 
College, University of California at Los. Angeles and George 
Peabody University. Two additional proposals were received 
from Harvard University and the University of Pennsylvania, but 
these were mostly statements of intent. These documents were 
examined for the following purposes: 



1. Tc obtain a general impression of the proposed budgets 
necessary for each Center. This information was collated and 
a Summary Statement prepared. 



2, The proposals were examined to determine overlapping 
of activities among the proposed Centers. This analyst# 
permitted an estimation of which Centers might profitably, and 
readily, collaborate in their efforts by interchanging data and 
providing subjects for meaningful replication of experiments. 

At this point in the development of the National Program, it 
was not generally known among the eleven institution# submitting 
proposals that intercenter collaboration would play a key role 
in the National Laboratory. The Executive Secretary felt that 
it was important that this information be communicated and he 
further felt that his office should provide suggestions to 
each of the Centers as to where they would moat likely find 
activities at other Centers related to their own. 



3. Each proposal was examined to determine the scope of 
activities proposed for the Center. Again, at this time, it 
was not generally known that each Center was expected to include 
at least two of the following three activities: research, 
training, and curriculum and program development. The Executive 
Secretary and his staff attempted to evaluate the potential 
strength of each of the nine institutions in terms of where 
might profitably focus their efforts. 



4. Finally, each proposal was examined in terms of 
organisation, degree to which research and other activities 
were described in detail, the degree to which the research 
and other activities were consistent with the objectives of 
the National Program, and finally in terms of specific issues 
raised in each of the proposals. 
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Concurrent with these activities , the Executive Secretary 
began outlining the statement of the concept and objectives 

of the National Program (See next Section). 

In view of the extreme time pressures , and other considera- 
tions, the original Planning Committee felt that communications 
with the institutions that had expressed interest in the 
National Program had been poor. It was their recommendation 
that the Executive Secretary visit with each of these institu- 
tions in person at which time he would describe present plans, 
his role in the National ^Program, and his thinking about the 
objectives of the National Program. At the same time, It was 
felt that his reactions to the individual proposals could be 
given with whatever recommendations were to be made. Thus, 
with the exception of George Peabody University, Harvard 
University, and the University^of Pennsylvania, all of * the 
interested institutions were visited. In general, the results 
of these meetings were highly productive and the notion of 
intercenter collaboration was well accepted. It should also 
be noted that on the basis of these meetings, two institutions 
decided that they were not yet r ea$y to submit a formal 
proposal for funding. Sometime after the completion of these 
visits, the Executive Secretary was made aware of the Interest 
of New York University in becoming part of the National, Program. 
He received a proposal from this Institution which was evaluated 
in exactly the same terms as those from the other instutions. 
Since it was too late for him to make a personal visit, he did 
initiate a rather lengthy phone call describing the objectives 
of the National Program and ofeking recommendations as to 
modifications in their proposal. 

Shortly after the deadline of June 20 for submitting 
proposals, all those interested in the National Program received 
an Invitation for a General Meeting at the Office of Education 
on July 9 and 10, 1966. The results of that meeting are 
described in a subsequent Section. 




The National Program in Early Childhood Education 

During the month of June, the Executive Secretary prepared 
a document describing the theoretical and conceptual rationale 
for the establishment of a National Program in Early Childhood 
Education. This document further describes the objectives of 
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the Eatioaal Program as well sa recommendations for operation- 
ally realising the proposed objectives. (The proposal 
submitted to the United States Office of Education for approval 
Is attached to this Final Report as Appendix A). A rough 
draft was developed and submitted to the original JPalnning 
Coooittee as veil as those individuals representing the 
institutions that had submitted proposals for a Center. At 
the July 9 end 10 meetings in Washington, D.C., this statement 




* 



was felt that es soon as those decisions had been made, the 
Director of the National Center would immediately bring 
together the Directors of the approved Centers for a more 
detailed exploration and possible commitment of specific 
intercenter collaborative activities* 

The second major point of discussion centered on the 
activities of the National Center and the administrative 
relationship of the National Center to each of the proposed 
Research and Development Centers. There wee general agreement 
that one of the primary activities of the National Center would 
be that of dissemination of research findings as well at the 
outcomes of program development activities. The possibility of 
establishing data banks and using such retrieval systems as 
EBIC were suggested. The National Center would also, in 
collaboration with an appointed Advisory Council, make decisions 
concerning future directions of the National Program. This 
would be accomplished by funding new Centers, developing 
other sources of funds, such as private foundations, and by 
phasing out of existing Centers. There was some feeling 
/ expressed during the meeting that the National Center should 
have a research capability of its own. 

Toward the end of the meeting Dr. Hjelm re-emphasised the 
fact that each of the Centers would be treated individually 
in terms of Ending. Re explained that every Center would be 
site vi8lted by a group of Individuals designated by his office 
and that each Center would be reviewed as an individual entity. 

Subsequent to the General Meeting, a meeting of the 
Executive Committee comprised of the original Hauaimg Committee 
convened for a period of three hours on July 10. The sole 
purpose of this meeting was to make more specific the 
administrative organization of the National Program in Early 
Childhood Education. The administrative structure receiving 
the most serious consideration la graphically shown in Figure 1. 
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the CowitSM Itlt that ftW lint ctap la Mtdbllallii 
th® Rational frogr/ja Mid torj/tbo appoint*** of a Adfiaoc^ 
Council* Him mi general ogroiamfe that tiw Advitacy 
Cowell Mid ovifiit of a koto that twatoo poap l u» with 
that indivldali fiw iuh of tha Stiiaiiio mail too 
•octal icinwi pTssahoui adocaciso, wd la jwire i torn* 
tha batawi world* fho Mviarjr (Mil a to ll ««m« la 
•fhet, ao a load of Diireetora to a wMit ainiiatia 
ohlth wold bo legally aotabllshad la ooo of tho filth otataso 
tha lifiaorj Council will attoapt to yrarido disoottoo 
to tha Watloool Vcograa rndvodd amt 0$ o stealing band 
for rooawtalotlooo frta tha Direstar of tha Vfttloatl Cantor* 
tha Cooaittoa provided tha mane of ootocol ladftftdala 
from aaah of tha prep ooa d arooo 1*0 wi ght ho otao id t r od 
for eppo&atarat* Although the aatabll thaant of a ata» 
profit organitatiou 000 amorally agreed opoa by tha 
ConnAttee* it oao aloo point ad oat by hr* B oard IJala 
that othor non-profit taetitotioee* aooh os o university 
or rataoTth organisation* wight also bo asitable for btatlas 
tha Rational Cantor* 
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Tha Diroctor of tha Rational Cottar maid hat direct 
responsibility to tho Advisory Cowell oad wojld fmfctoo 
1st collaboration with tho 8 tear lag Coaaittoa* tho Director 
would bo oppolatod by tho fending agoacy ia oollaberatton 
with tho Advisory Cowell* % 2 a addition to diwliphg o pro* 
grao of iaforaatloa rotriowl and diaaaainotioo* on wall 00 
odotaiotoriag the ootiritioo of tha Canters* especially tatar* 
eantar eellsberatlve efforts* tha diroctor would hat reapeoei” 
hility far raeowotodlag funding and oootlmif low of fu n din g 
to tha Advisory Cowall* It woo atda mplldtly alter* bwsver* 
that all decisions ooaoornlag future funding oad o atha d support 
of ongoing Cantors weald ha arade by tho pdwry funding «gancy$ 
aaaaly* tho United Itataa Of flea of Idueetien* 

tho A tooting Caoalttaa wold pcovido tho birootor with 
diriete far tho fotaro dcvalapat of tho Rational laboratory* 
tho Ihashg Cmdtum would aloo bo in o position to raspwd to 
rwwMdatiMi ta tha Adaiaory Cowail ond/or tht Dltwtor. 
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Ac Sivicl j eg Suh sfc Qiaeiit; fco tt ff July 9 - 10 M 1966 Ifecti aj* 

A- the termination o£ the July aaesing at the 
{Jaifcod States Office of Education, cssh oZ the 
representative.*? fron interested institutions tvere 

- _V ^ t, ^ «* — .a— — .i — . A.lx «.J m. M 
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and submit 30 copies **£ thcsa directly to the United 
Staten Office of Education by July 20, 1966 • The 
Saaeufclve Secretary was instructed to whine Ms 
statement for the Hatioaal Laboratory end submit 
100 copies- of it so fciit United States Office of Edi.-.c:^ 
tion by July 20, 1966. The* designed revisions wore 
node and the revised statement was received In 
Uashington on the designated date. 

During the remainder oS the south of July and 
throughout the noatli of A^suat, the Executive 
Secretary served S3 a focal point for receiving end 
disseminating infozrsatioa concerning the National 
Program. He was in frequev.t conmamication with 
representatives f.vca the United States Office of 
Education especially in l*e:rco of decisions concerning 
the appointment of e Director of the National Center 
and with other organisational matters. Bach camber 
of the original Henning Canaittee was consistently 
informed of events as the# transpired aid their 
reactions, in turn, v»*e reflected in coeoBoendetions 
sade to the united States iff ice of Education,, For 
sane fcua? weeks prior to tfe termination of this 
project , the Executive Secretary net with five of 
the tseafoer© of the Planning Coxxdttee at placeu 
etid tines convenient to then. The sole intent of 
these meetings was to espicre in detail the modifi- 
cations for' cofaproaisos that each person would be 
willing to sake in order to eapodlte the formation 
of the Ad isory Council and the appointment of a 
Director of the national Center. Con clear 
outcome of these nestings was the feeling that the Planning 
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CocmlttM reeded to rtevitviM at th« United states Office of 
Education to discuss var/lcus alternative* red strotagle/j In the 
aatabliatomt of tbs National Progrna. This anting mm hold 
of tor tbo termination of this groat. 



SunaatY oaf CoacluilyM 

This project woo prtearlly conferred vifch developing o 
theoretical rationale for tbo estabiishnent of • Notional 
*rog tm In Sarly Childhood Education. A aaeond objective was 
to translate this theoretical iatiooale into an oparat tonal 
program involving tba collaboration of a naabar of potential 
Canters Into a neanlagfel red viable progran of twttsch, 
t raining, and curriculun and program development. Perhaps 
tba aingla moat ccopltx problan that aroaa during tba tanura of 
tbia pro j act ia tba establishment of an aecaptabla and 
workable adolnetratire a tincture. Clearly, tbia ia tba 
firat Uaa that a group of aocial scientists bare attanptad to 
coordinata their reaourcaa and afforta into a broad collaborative 
attack on a najor problan. Although, there vat evidence during 
aaay of the neat Inge, and during privata conversations, of concern 
•bout the collaborative nature of tba National Program, tba 
majority of tbia scientific group fait cballangad and cocdtad 
to tba concept of a collaborative effort. If the aucceas of 
oasy collaborative efforta of scientists in other fields such 
aa phyalca, aatrono oy, and atonic energy are indicative of the 
high larval of sophistication and oaturity oi those groups, 
tbaa It night be reasonably argued that tba aocial aciantiata 
involved in the National Prognm in Sarly Childhood Xducatlon 
are on the threshold of achieving n stellar level of sophistica- 
tion and oaturity. Aa tba National Center and each of the 
fiaMtarcb and Development tenters become operational, it will be 
of grant Interest, and perhaps of greet value, to carefully 
nodi tor the outcone of the total collaborative effort. 
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NATIONAL LABORATORY FOR RESEARCH /AND DEVELOPMENT 
IN MY CHILDHOOD I5DUCATI0N 
FOREWORD 





This document proposes the establishment of a National laboratory 
in Early Childhood Education under Title 4 of Public Lav 89-10 • Initially 
this laboratory will be ccmprioed of a number of Centers with a history of ex- 
cellence in the areas of Child Development and Early Childhood Education. 

These centers are distributed throughout the entire United States and repre- 
sent a broad variety of viewpoints and approaches to early childhood edu- 
cation. The major objective of the National Laboratory is the strengthening 
of early childhood education programs by augnent^ng basic knowledge of early 
childhood behavior by the development and implementation of intervention 
procedures consistent with basic processes, and by the dissemination of these 
findings in terms of training teachers and researchers . An assumption funda- 
mental to the development of the proposed National Laboratory is that these 
objectives are best achieved through the mutual co-operation and integration 
of individual Centers. 
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SPECIFIC AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

Early childhood Education ha© a history of uneven growth and develop- 
ment. Prior to the 1930s, pre-school education was limited to a relative 
minority of children in the United States . In the 1930a . largely because 
of the depression, there developed a strong interest in pre-school education 
derived from the practical necessity of providing day-care service for working 
mothers . These centers were funded almost entirely by federal and state 
funds . For the most part, these day-care centers functioned largely as baby- 
sitting services. There were, of course, many exceptions to this pattern, 
the most notable being at the university of Minnesota and the State University 
of Iowa. During this period of time, these institutions, among others, de- 
veloped important research programs which generated a large amount of im- 
portant data and which were instrumental in the development of many pre-school 
practices still being used today. It was during this period of time that a 
major controversy developed with respect to the relative contribution of 
heredity m opposed to environment in the determination of children's be- 
havior . This controversy could never really be settled, but it did raise 
sane questions about the long range effectiveness of nursery school edu- 
cation. Subsequent research studies revealed that after* at least two years, 
differences among nursery school and non-nursery school children tended to 
disappear , Findings of this kind, coupled with the then generally accepted 
view, that the course of human development was largely determined by genetic 
var iab3.es, led to a decline of interest in the general early childhood edu- 
cation field. 

Durizg the years following the second world war, interest focused prima- 
rily on elementary and secondary education problems, and there also began to 
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emerge a strong interest in experimental approaches to the study of children • 
There was. in fact, a decided shift away from traditional research strategies 
and traditional formulations s end a more sophisticated empirical approach to 



the study of children became apparent. Shortly after this period, and perhaps 
as a result of new conceptualizations about human development, there emerged 
a great concern for those segments of our society that were rapidly falling 
behind economically. When society demanded that this situation be changed, 
it became clear that our supply of personnel trained in early childhood edu- 
cation could not approach the demand. It was also clear that our understanding 
of the basic processes and behaviors of young children were inadequate and 
that, therefore, many aspects of Early Childhood Education Programs were not 
well understood. 

This very brief historical survey of early childhood education in the 
United states is intended to serve as a basis for the development of a broad 
conceptual frame work around which the National Laboratory for Research and 
Development in Early Childhood Education can be described. A closer in- 
spection of the early theories and methods employed in the study of young 
children indicates that, in large measure, they were derived item an ac- 
ceptance of the basic principles of evolution as originally defined by 
Darwin Cl6>9). These principles imply that the course of human development 
and the emergence of specific behaviors are genetically pre -determined; that 
is, behaviors unfold in a pre -determined manner relatively independent of 

environmental stimulation » Concepts such as maturation and readiness assumed 

» 

a central position in these models and the main task of the scientist became 
the description of the chrondogcical ages, or the mental ages, at which be- 
haviors for the "normal 0 child emerged. Differences in behavioral capa- 
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bilitles between two or more age groups were either explicitly or Implicitly 
interpreted as the result of differences in chronological age. Variations 
from the mean were usually interpreted as the result of superior endowment 
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of retarded development. Chronological age. norms, for example, were de- 
veloped for a variety of behaviors on the assumption that either environment 
was Irrelevant to the development of the behaviors or that the environments 
of all children were exactly equivalent • In effect the genetic model per- 
mitted the educator to view classroom failures as the result of inferior 
genetic endowment,-- thus generating what may be described as a passive view 
of the educational process • It should also be noted that this theoretical 
conceptualization was partially responsible for the search for a best method 
of changing children's behavior as exemplified in the traditional "methods" 
kind of experimentation. 

Recent theoretical and empirical relationships indicate that environ- 
mental variables and biological predispositions interact to produce human 
beings with more or less unique patterns of capabilities and behavioral 
repertoires. There are now data available, derived mostly from experimen- 
tation with laboratory animals, indicating that specifically delineated en- 
vironmental stimuli, in fact, not only modify overt bebavioral capabilities, 
but also modify structure, as measured :ln terms of changes in brain weight. 
This formulation views such traditional variables as socio-economic level, 
race, sex, and chronological age as a set of convenient descriptive terms 
containing little or no explanatory value. The mere passage of time without 
environmental stimulation would, frctn this viewpoint, produce a truly atypical 
organism (an Inference supported by experimentation with animals). Socio- 
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economic level is seen as describing an income level or a general environ- 
mental circumstance but where it is crucial that the variables (stimulus 
components Impinging on the organism) are specified. The strategy of the 

i 

.scientist in this theoretical framework is, therefore, the systematic 
examination of the variables influencing the course of development, with 
particular attention given to unique or individual patterns of behavior . 

Educationally, this theoretical framework suggests that it is a 
fruitless task to search for an ultimate method of teaching children, re- 

r 

gar dies b of the specific content area. In effect, this model provides a 
basis tor the concept of individualized instruction and generates an active 

i 

concept of education where a child's inadequate performance is viewed 
as a failure of society, in the broadest context, and of the educational 

program in the more specific context. The ultimate objective focuses on 

# 

the development cf numerous alternative techniques that capitalize on the 
specific individual pattern of capabilities. It is certain that techno- 
logical advances in educational programs will contribute to the development 

of new methods of teaching, but such advances may be pro -mature because of 

* £ 

our basic lack of unt^standlng of fundamental processes. 

The interaction viewpoint also provides a theoretical basis for the 
current activities pertaining to the preschool education of culturally- 
deprived children. For example, the old question of heredity versus en- 
vironment is no longer appropriate because the relative contribution of 
each cannot be determined. This question now becomes one of how best to 
develop intervention procedures that are consistent with genetic structures 
In view of the fact that, for the most part. Intervention procedures are 
not introduced prior to age two, the question is really one of how best to 






define intervention procedures for children presenting specific behavioral 
patterns resulting from the interaction of heredity and environment. The 
assumption that all children are drawn from essentially the same gene pool 
but differ only in terms of environmental stimulation is not consistent 
with the infraction view. This assumption is implied, however, whenever 
an investigator provides culturally^disadvantaged children with experiences 
common to the middle-class child and presents these experiences in the same 
way as he would to 'the middle-class child. The alternative strategy is to 
determine the behavioral capabilities of culturally-disadvantaged children 
and then develop intervention procedures which are consistent with these 
capabilities • \ 

The major objectives of the proposed national Laboratory in Early 
Education may now be stated in the context of an "active" view of the 
educational process. 

\ 

1. The national Laboratory in Early Childhood Education is c omitted to 

\ 

\ 

an intensive examination of pre-school children in a broad variety of areas 
including their cognitive, social, and emotional development. The milieu, 

V 

including neighborhood and family; within which development occurs is re- 
garded as an integral part of development and their influence will also be 

\ 

intensively examined. This intensive research program will not only focus 

\ 

on the behavioral capabilities of the children, but will also attempt the 
further understanding of underlying: processes by the systematic manipulation 
of antecedent variables. Empirical relationships that emerge which have 



broad theoretical and/or applied significance will be replicated using 



\ 



\ 



samples of children with unique -attributes • 

2. The Rational Laboratory in Early Childhood Education will focus on 
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thifr development of new teaching methods, curricula, and materials which 

s 

will foster the development of individual children. These pre -school 
programs will he developed in conformity with the output of the 'Sasic 
research program as it contributes to the understanding of fundamental 
processes . These programs will be systematically evaluated by each center 
to determine the degree to which changes in the children's behavior are 

/ X 

\ 

consistent with intended objectives* As new knowledge is acquired, it is 
anticipated that techniques and methods for chan ging behavior will be 

modified » Since the Laboratory includes oenters with diverse theoretical 

\ 

views and objectives, it in a reasonable expectation that several different 

programs of early childhood education will emerge^ These diverse programs 

\ 

will provide the knowledge necessary for influencing \children ' 8 behavior 
in accordance with specific objectives* Thus the Laboratory will provide 
a compendium of objectives and Implementation procedures which will be 
useful to those wishing to develop new early childhood education^ programs . 
Stated somewhat differently, the intent of nurturing diverse pr< 
within the National Laboratory is not for comparison purposes, but rather, 
to determine bow to best implement a specified set of objectives* ' 

3* The National Laboratory in pre-school education will provide the 
resources for increasing the number of veil trained teachers and research 
workers that are now In such short /supply* The purpose of the training 



\ 



programs, as in the case of program development, is to support diverse 
approaches to training programs with respect to specific objectives, 
planned experiences, professional identifications, and competencies • 
Attention will focus primarily on the talents and capabilities generated 
by specific training programs w'v.h the explicit recognition that each 



\ 
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program will have its own unique strengths as veil as weaknesses . It is 
conceivable, for example, that one Center will produce professional workers 
who are especially competent in dealing with parents hut who are less strong 
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pattern will exist at another Center* The National Laboratory will provide 
descriptions of training programs, including objectives and procedures, 
which will provide a basis for establishing new programs • All Centers will 
produce stronger professional workers because of the substantial resources 
provided by the National Laboratory* 

4 • The National Laboratory for Early Education will provide a basis for 
the development of a meaningful theory of child development* At the present 
time there are several fragmented, narrowly conceived theoretical systems 

'' • t 

that might best be labeled miniature theories • Perhaps the one exception 
to this statement is the general model developed by jean PJiget. But here 

too there exist certain important theoretical gape, such as a specification 

\ 

of the transition rules from stage to stage, which need to be closed. 

Ibere are two ways in which the National Laboratory is likely to contribute 
to theory development: 1. through the support and encouragement of re- 
search which will better define fundamental processes and specify crucial 
variables, and 8 • by brlngii^ together, within the National Laboratory, 
divergent viewpoints. 

5* The National Laboratory for Early Education will have as its .primary 
objective the understanding of all children and the development of knowledge 
which will significantly Improve early childhood education programs • IW.a 
objective is assured by the fact that the network of Centers represents a 
diversity of philosophies aad approaches in terms of research, training. 
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program development, and experiential backgrounds of the children within 
the national laboratory. These diverse groups of children will psrsait *. 
systematic evaluation of the outcomes of the various research, training, 
and program development activities • By integrating activities it elll be 
possible to epeoify, with greater precision than has heretofore been 
possible, the variables that directly Influence children's behavior. In 
this context? then, the National Laboratory will provide the framework for 
the development of the broadest possible principles of child development, 
and viU, furthermore, provide a basis for determining hem? specific vari- 
ations in environmental circumstances influence the basic principles. 

6. The National Laboratory will provide the administrative structure 
for encouraging coueunicatlon among the scientists, trainees of teachers, 
and curriculum planners associated with each Center. In this way, the 
Laboratory will enhance the dissemination of new information and substantial* 
ly reduce the lag between scientific discovery, program implementation, 
and the training of new professional workers aware of current trends 
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AND l»VELOPiem’ IN EARLY CHILWfcQD EDUCATION 

Bie Centers within the National Laboratory fop Early Childhood 
Education are ccomitted to emphasising at least two of tbe following 
activities: basic research, development and evaluation, training, and 
dissemination* Decisions shout which activities to emphasise were mode 
by each of the Centers in in terms of their perceived strengths . The 
purpose of emphasising two activities is to assure that within Centers 
there w il l be co-ordinated efforts in learning more about young children* 
In this way, for example, a Center emphasizing basic research activities 
will integrate this activity with either their tra inin g activities or 
development and evaluation activities • 

This commitment to an integration of activities on the part of the 
Individual Centers defining the National Laboratory is, in part, an 
attempt to overcome the extensive difficulties involved in studying "the 
whole child"* Proponents of the "whole child" approach are critical of 
laboratory investigations because of the fragmented and often miniscule 
i;iature of the variables Investigated and the artificial nature of the 
laboratory situation* In addition these critics argue that laboratory 
research has little or no bearing, at least immediately, on situations 
that directly Influence the lives of children on a day to day basis. 

This indictment of narrowness has m it if it implies that basic research 
scientists are unwilling to see how their work relates to more applied 
kin ds of situations* If the indictment means that the research strategies 
and the concern far careful control of experimental variables la unpro- 
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ductive and meaningless, then the argument has considerably less merit* 

The basic research scientists * criticism, that global research studies 
are meaningl ess because of the lack of adequate controls, is also a poorly 
conceived argument* Indeed, the scientist who tests his nypoxhesis in e. 
naturalistic setting often does not know what the salient variables are, 
because the basic research scientists would not, or could not incorporate 
these variables in their experiments * She fact remains, nevertheless, that 
these variables exist. There can be little argument that laboratory ex- 
perimentation does provide more careful control over variables than more 
broadly based research in a naturalistic setting. But this does not mean 
that each research strategy must proceed independently; mutual feedback 
should provide the means for approaching, meaningfully, the study of the 
“whole child” * It is the position of the National Laboratory that sig- 
nificant advances in understanding young children will derive largely from 
break-throughs tliat occur in laboratory experimentation. The National 
Laboratory is also committed to the premise, that the value of new knowledge 
Is enhanced when it is translated into development programs, which can then 
be thoroughly tested in the f ield , refined, and eventually incorporated 
into early childhood education programs - This coumitaent requires mutual 
feedback resulting in further laboratory testing, program modification, 
and field testing, until all the properties of the behavior are understood. 
Finally, the National Laboratory is committed to the notion that break- 
throughs in basic research and program development are of little value, 
unless they are disseminated to the students being trained in the general 
area of early childhood education, and who will be able to implement these 
advances upon completion of their training programs. 
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This proposal for a National Laboj^iary in Early Childhood Education 
represents, in effect, a request for funding a network of Research and 
Development Centers. These proposed Centers are not, however, independent 
research ariA development centers, but rather inclusion in this proposal 
s ignif ies a ccemitment to the concept of cooperative relationships with 
each of the other Centers. Operationally, the concept of inter-center 
co-operation and integration of activities requires careful definition. 

The next three sections will examine specific objectives and activities 
within each of the three broad categories of activities defined for the 
Nati on al Laboratory (basic research, program development, and training). 

A. Research Activities 

Center*, to one degree or another, will examine similar 
areas of young children's behavior. Far example, there is considerable 
interest in the general problem of attention where visual input of 
stimuli is the dependent variable. In each instance the investigator's 
at these Centers are concerned with stimulus processing but each is 
focusing on different categories of stimulus input and each approaches 
the problem in somewhat different ways and from different theoretical 
b ac kgro u n ds . Instead of proceeding in relative isolation, as might 
be the case if the research and development centers were not under 
the National Laboratory, it win now be possible for these investi- 
gators to meet periodically for the purpose of exchanging ideas, 
data, and those experiences that are typically only found in the 

scientist's notebook but rarely in a published paper or a presentation 

\ 

at a professional meeting* Very often, these experiences provide 
more fruitful data and hypothesis than the eventual sophisticated 




published presentations of experimental outcomes « The interchange 
of ideas, methods, and experience are possible when there exist 
strong mutual interests and respect as veil as encouragement for such 
interchanges to occur* Social scientists have, for too long, vorked 
in isolation and paid only occasional attention to the work of others! 
and then in a predominantly critical way. 5foe core of the issue is 
that Social Scientists and the Educators must start looking for vhat 
another per son* s work contributes to knowledge rather than critical 
attacks that tend to stultify communication* Constructive criticism 
is, of course, an essential ingredient of productive interactions* 
Interactions among scientists, as presently conceived, require matur- 
ity, dedication to discovery, and the recognition that no single 
center, or ..cientist, can possibly provide all the answers to complex 
problems • 

Another area in which the research scientists associated with 
individual Centers can cooperate is that of replication of experi- 
ments* A serious lack of replication exists in the social sciences 
which has undoubtedly contributed to the confusing network of find:Lngs 
reported in many areas* 

The commitment to the Interchange of data and experimental pro- 
cedures will broaden the subject populations available to each Center, 
permitting wider generalizability of outcomes* Variations in subject 
attributes are especially important in the development of broad 
principles of development. Although it is *aot known with vhat fre- 
quency individual experiments produce significant findings that are 
specific to the particular sample, it is a reasonable assumption, 
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that it occurs sufficiently often to be a problem. More specifically, 
it can happen that a specific independent variable of interest to 
the investigator correlates with another variable which, in the parti- 
cular sample, is widely distributed. The outcome of the experiment 
may be attributable to the second variable. Upon replication with an 
entirely different sample, it would be discovered that the manipulated 
variable (the independent variable) is of little value with respect 
to influencing the dependent variable. Clearly, if an experiment 
replicates over two or three extremely different samples, one can 
conclude that the independent variable is powerful and accounts for 
most of the variance in the particular behavior examined. 

The following groupings of Centers are highly tentative and 
cannot he finalized until the final proposals are examined. Three 
Centers, Syracuse University, the University of Chicago, and the 
University of Arizona are planning intensive thrusts in the area of 
cognitive development. I&e Centers at Cornell University, Wayne State 
University, George Peabody, and San Francisco State are interested in 
the areas of parent intervention and the effectiveness of such inter- 
vention procedures in changing the behavior of a child, especially 
his cognitive behaviors. 

The possibilities for replicating studies among the Centers 
will n a tur al 1 y require careful co-ordination so that the already over- 
taxed faculties of sane Centers are not overwhelmed with outside 
deman ds. The Central Co-ordinating Facility will be responsible far 
programming replications among the Centers far enough in advance so 
that each respective center can plan for the forthcoming experimentation. 

*l4“ 
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B* Program pevelopment Activities 

The fundamental objectives of co-ordinating and integrating 

» 

program activities among the Centers is to provide a sort of cata- 
logue of objectives and implementation procedures that vould be 
available to anyone interested in beginning ft preschool education pro- 
gram* Here again, the objective of co-ordinating this kind of in- 
formation is not for the purpose of differentially evaluating a 
Center 1 8 program because such evaluations are not the purpose of the 
National Laboratory* 

An Implicit assumption in this component of the National Labora- 
tory is that no single preschool program* can, by itself, accomplish 
equally veil all objectives that might be defined for sane idealised 
preschool program* At least two of the Centers are developing 
programs that focus primarily on the development of an adequate and 
healthy self concept. Academic materials are introduced only as they 
are perceived as being consistent with the child's self concept and 
where the child perceives such activities as consistent with himself* 
These specific objectives are accompanied by a description of the 
procedures for attaining these objectives . Other institutions are 
concentrating their programs more in the direction of academic and/or 
cognitive development and, though not disavowing the social -emotional 
development of the child, fire paying somewhat less attention to those 
components of development. 

The dichotomy in the stated objectives of the two groups of Centers 

♦ 

reflects a general controversy in early childhood education. Those 

/ 

advocating the importance of academically oriented programs often 
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criticize the implementation of the other view as mere baby-sitting. 
The academically oriented people believe that important gains are 
possible during the preschool years; in fact, many feel that the 
most significant impacts on cognitive abilities can be made only 

during the preschool years . They argue that an appropriately designed 

♦ 

program does not create emotional problems and. furthermore, reinforces 
the child's curiosity motivation* Biose stressing social-emotional 
development believe that young children require support in developing 
into whole human beings without fears or self-doubt • Academic 
programs, with their Implicit pressures, retard self -growth and 
inhibit learning potential. 

It is proposed that those institutions whose objectives are 
essentially similar, but whose procedures for implementing their 
objectives differ, should initiate meeting to define areas of mutual 
interest; that is, comparisons of programs, ideas for program imple- 
mentation, or evaluations of outcomes. Sometime after that, it 
would be productive if Centers with opposing objectives were then to 
sit down and explore areas of similarity as well as defining clearly 
differences in implementation procedures . This sort of activity may 
lead to the conclusion that, despite sharp differences in philosophy 
and stated objectives, these Centers are, nevertheless, actually 
sharing a large number of specific activities. This possibility is 
not unlike that which happened when successful therapists of very 
different theoretical persuasions, were found to overlap in their 
approaches and behaviors during the actual therapy session. 

Despite the theoretical and procedural differences among the 
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Centers, all Centers share one problem: what modifications are 
necessary in order that the preschoui experience will provide the 
c hild with maximum transfer to the primary school situation. 

C . 'Braining Activities 

In a very real sense, the long range impact of the National 
Laboratory will be apparent from the increased numbers of well trained 
nursery school teachers, child-care workers, and research personnel. 
Although all of the proposed Centers already provide excellent training 
programs, the National Laboratory will provide the structure for im- 
provement. For example, it will be possible to provide students with 

A 

the most current data dealing with cognitive and social -emotional 
development as well as the results of field studies involving various 
teaching methods and programs . It may also be possible to arrange 
exchange programs among the Centers where students can gain experiences 
not available at their own Center . One feasible arrangement could be 
the establlstoent of an internship program in which a student has 
direct invol' jent in the activities of another Center . 

As might be anticipated from previous discussions, the proposed 
Centers vary in terms of their stated objectives and the means of 
implementing their training programs. Some Centers, for example, 
emphasize research training, others stress the training of preschool 
teachers, while still others focus on the development of skilled 

professional workers who u&n work effectively with parents and 

\ 

I 

neighborhood leaders . Each of these programs will develop indi- 
viduals whose specific strengths and weaknesses can be ascertained 
from the stated objectives. Here again, the purpose of the National 
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laboratory is not to evaluate training programs, but to delineate 
the objectives and implementation procedures* 

Collaboration of Centers in terns of training provides a unique 
opp or t unit y to explore several problems related to teacher effective- 
ness . It is unlikely that Centers will agree on all attributes com- 
prising teacher effectiveness because of differences In objectives* 
Despite these differences, there might emerge, from systematic dis- 
cussion, a set of common attributes necessary for all the programs* 
Once these attributes are defined, it should be possible to develop 
measures of them and then determine 11 they, in fact, Influence 
'iMldren's behavior in predicted directions* Comparisons between 
preschool teachers and primary-grade teachers would show, as advo- 
cated by some, whether or not the two groups are essentially similar 
or different. Another possible question concerns the degree to which 
successful teachers of culturally-deprived children are similar to 
teachers of middle-class children* 

Each of the Centers emphasizing training will meet on a regular 
basis to explore areas in which collaboration of activities might 
occur; More specifically, a Center may wish to develop a student 
exchange program with another Center which can provide unique ex- 
periences far their students • Centers may also wish to collaborate 
In developing assessment procedures for determining the effectiveness 
of specific student experiences assumed to be crucial to the training 
program* 

In summary, the Centers affiliated with the National Laboratory are 
carmitted to emphasizing two of the following three activities s research. 
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development and evaluation, and training* Beyond the commitment to ac- 

\ 

tivities, the Centers are also committed to the concept of intra- and 

inter "Center communication and collaboration* Finally, the national 

\ 

laboratory is committed to the dissemination of information not only 
among Centers but on a nationwide scale • 

There is one issue that requires further consent. The national 
Laboratory is conceived as a network of Centers whose combined efforts 

will add to our knowledge bf all children. Aside from the importance of 

\ 

uncovering basic principles per se, the Laboratory is sensitive to the 
necessity of Improving early childhood education programs for children 
from all socioeconomic levels of our society* The need for new knowledge 
and new programs for culturally-deprived children is obvious and is 
reflected in the programs of many of thbproposed Centers • What may be 

less obvious, however, is a similar need for improved programs for 

\ 

children whose environments already provide Quality stimulation. Recently 

' \ 

for example, there has occurred in the Congress\a series of meetings to 
determine the feasibility of establishing required preschool attendance 
for all children. Quite aside from the cost of such a program, there is 



a question of what the educational progrsm would accomplish above and 

\ 

beyond what interested and capable parents would accomplish on their own . 

There is every reason to believe that mandatory preschool education could 

\ 

\ 

benefit middle-class children, but the means and the anticipated outcomes 



are presently obscure. 
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Organisation of the Laboratory 



The major objectives of the proposed organisational structure of the 
National Laboratory includes 

1* The establishment of a structure which will nurture Center program 
and the integration of activities between Centers u 
2. The establishment of a structure which will significantly decrease 

the log brtira^i confirmed basic knowledge and it3 vAuiBialion into 
practice. 







% The establishment of a structure which will provide the means of 
disseminating,, on a national level, the implications of the work 
of the individual Centers > 

The establishment of an open°ended stmetural organisation pro- 
viding a mechanism for including new Centers whose objectives are 
consistent with the National Laboratory. 

The establishment of a structure watch will include an advisory 
committee co»nru.*ed of nior.‘t> rooroeertitis p broad range of i~V»r.'?st? 
and taloptso 



It would be inappropriate at this point to pro sent a stricture for the 
National Laboratory that was more than illustrative. One; such illustration 
is shown in figure 1. 

The !5 rector of the National Laboratory 

rnmtmmmnammmmm m rnmmm m mom twb 

Thera will be one Center established with primary responsibility for 
national dissemination, coordination of Inter-Cantor activities, and which 
will also serve as a data bank* The director ot this Center is also identi- 



fied as the director of the Natlcnrtl laboratory. In addition to the aoove 
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functions* the National. Director,, and his advisory coiarc.il will be con* 
corned with identifying possible Centers which could contribute in a unique 
way to the overall laboratory* 

Rsccs!&S!xi/i~i,£ns o£ individuals for th$ position of Bi?s-Jtor would b6 
made by the Steering Committee (Center Director^) with the approval of an 
appropriate committee designated by the funding agency. The director 
would be &. greeted to neet with the members of the Stcoring Consult teo on a 
regular" br'.riOc These meetings would focus on the achievement?' as well a? 
the problems of the Laboratory* with the Steering Committee making reecimen- 
dationa for specific courses cf action. At these .nestings t recommendatinRe 
would formulated concerning proposals for finding new Centers. 

The National Canter will oe- independently. i\ v-.ed vita s part of these 
funds us. id to develop inter. -Center collaboration; 

Tbs. •' * tqoring T C omai c tee t 

The- Steering Comnvitce Is comprised of Cao Coot®.* .ino.vUcL.a,' 

the National Director.. The. Zz ulttoa rill meet :\r. least tr>r.»e cimes a year 
for the? urposo of reviewing olicy arc. making rec(«*jaior.da ; i.cnc jmnoerning 
future directions. 

c ✓ i>v wLiu it t.fo of .* hv. ititiii. t *..s !vi Wu.1.* hu x on. i,ix r.t «i oVie priinieUy 

ri-.i-fcrbivility ci. reviewing p^ofcsaJs fc:- eici ivluiwl Ct»:U:& jc the ct>nU:„ 
of the Matieml Laboratory, The 3uhccrwitt©e will convene whenever nee* 
essary and make every effort to expedite decisions concerning proposals. 

In addition to reviewing proposals* the subcommittee rill al3c attsnpt. to 
jrro-Mt* Htorer.t in the ■!« u,-ifl Laboratory *r;ong v l> ves !bs .Hutio*»s 
w:t r :b programs that would contribute tc the overall strength of the Labors- 
tcry. It would be expected that the subcommittee efforts in locating 
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